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Mo. 09/574,00'; 
AKtfi. At.\sA 10/KW.003 
I-:t-.{vly to Offi^v A/. lien <-.f 07/15/200'J 

ReMark s/A iipnmcnts 
'Hie Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of this application as amended. 
Claims 1 -1 U 3-1 M 7-18, 22, 27-28, 30-32, 37-46, 50 and 55 have been amended without 
p, cjudic* to incuaue the clarity of such ebfcu. Claims 12, 16, 19-21 , 23-26, 29. 33-36, 47-49, 
51-54 a»l 56-61 have been canceled without pvjudice. Nine new claims, claims 62-70, have 
been ndfcd. 1 Wo* claims Ml. 13-15, 17-18, 22, 27-28, 30-32, 37-46, 50, 55 and 62-70 are 
pjx-so.nl for 6 xa,ninalion. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter has been added by 

Ekveitan /Restrictions 

CHI 

]f\ tho OlTicc action, Lhc Examines h;w indicated restriction to one of three different TO 
lW » of ported "^^^ § 121- The undersigned 

vospcxlfully inverses. As an initial mailer, as understood by the undersigned, in accordance with 
Statute the Commissioner may require rest fiction if two or more "independent and distinct" 
invf.nliouB are claimed In one application. 35 U.S.C. § 121. However, a proper requirement for 
restriction between pdcnrably distinct, inventions requires the Examiner to provide reasons 

o 

ond/or enampks to support conclusions rcsaidingihc following: (i) the inventions must be q 
indcr«n»lent or distinct as claimed; and (ii) there must be a serious burden on the Examiner ^ 
(P.TjpU-tsia added. See MPEP at § 303). 

■1 he undersigned respectfully submits the Examiner has not made a prima facie showing 
with rwpcel to either ol'thc above-noted requirements. For example, with respect to the "serious 
biirdon" prong, the Examiner has not shown by appropriate explanation mat the claims fall 
within situate classifications, have separate .status in the art, or are in different fields of search 
hi fact, the Ex«:r.ii:ev odmltt in the Office action that alt purported "subcombinations" would 
he classi/tof hi f/.w W, subclass 26 (see pg. 2 of the Office Action). If the search and 
r»(i<itiMp.-. 59mc\->vmi is 
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twMMnation cnn tw made without serious burden, the Examiner must examine the application on 
tlw merilH, even Humph it includes claims to independent or distinct inventions. MPEP § 803. 
for at least ibis reason, the undersigned respectfully requests the Examiner to withdraw the 
li-ntriciion requirement. 

With resrwet to the "independent or distinct as claimed" prong, as understood by the 
undovtiGflctl, "two-way distinctiveness" must be demonstrated to establish subcombination 
invention."! ore distinct. See MPEP 805.05(c). Further, to support a requirement for restriction, in 
addition lo 1 w<v\vay distinctness, the Examiner must also provide reasons for insisting on 
lecltiolion, i.e., wpartte classification, slams, or field of search. Id. Neither of these two 
inquired showing hove been made by the Examiner. Rather, the Examiner states 
*MibcomWitali<ww are distinct from each oilier if they are show to be separately usable" (citing ^ 
MPFP § 806.05(d)). 3& 

Without debating the correctness of Ilia test chosen by the Examiner, it is respectfully 5> 

CO 

witofcittul tint the Kxnmmcr has nevertheless misapplied the "separately usable" test m support 
of his view ox) sc(orare usability, the Examiner has merely pointed to limitations included in 
daiin 30 that arc riot expressly recited by the independent claims of Group I and Group III, i.e., 
'invention II has separate utility such as completing a full loop, by matching consumers to only 
tho.se pic- 'qualified service providers who hero confirmed their interest in performing the 
requested service." However, the matching of consumers to service providers is precisely the 
disclosed mid intended use of the purported subcombinations of Groups I and III in the 
siJcoHlearion as well. ToUio extent MPEP § 806.05(d) provides the proper test for restriction in 
the mount case, Ihe undersigned respectfully submits it is not intended as a license for Examiners 
to restrict claims merely for having more or fewer limitations. Rather, it is clear from the MPEP 
that the burden, is on the Examiner to document viable alternative uses for the purported 
sobfombinfrtiou'i or withdraw the requirement. Id, 

Du-l;&lNa:SS07B-24'>>»3 t6 
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The claim, identified as Group I and ill, while not specifically reciting the matching step, 

arc intoded for use in a method of matching consumers 10 service providers. For example, 

claim 1 . ns tended, reci.es "establishing a database of prc-screcncd home service providers; 

unreeling a desertion of a consumer's service needs ... packaging and presenting the 

coiMu.ncr'8 service needs to cue or more liomo service providers ... and . presenting one or 

n»nrc uf Amative homo service provider responses to the consumer. . With respect to Group 

Iil, claim 37, fts amended, recites the following "developing a detailed description of the 

consul's s^vice needs . . . enabling the consumer to one or more of receive, obtain and solicit 

iofiirnutioa f»o«w a plurality of pf e-scrccncd home service providers by presenting the 

wHKumwr's service urols as a service request to each of the plurality of pre-screened home 

srrviw providers ... and compiling a list ofprc -qualified home service providers who have 

conilrmcd Ihcir invest in meeting the consumer's service needs or who have otherwise shown ^ 

Mifccc* in services similar to the consumer's service needs..." Such steps of claims I and 37 are ^ 

inttiKted for usu in «nd/or with Ac methods incited by claim Group II and are disclosed as such ^ 

CO 

by the speci lical ion. (Sec, eg., Brief Summai y of the Invention pg. 4). For at least these j-- 
rcn wa j, tlw undesigned respectfully submits the Examiner has not met his burden of 
iv;f.jbli;il)ing vi.-iV.le alternative uses for the: purported subcombinations of Groups I, II and III. 

o 

ConsefrticnUy, live undersigned respectfully requests the Examiner to withdraw the restriction ~< 

njqwiu'-mwtt. 

Despite ihu creat weight of evidence against doing so, to the extent the Examiner 
Maintains Iris lOUriction requirement, the undersigned elects with traverse Group II (including 
new chtims 62-70) for examination. 
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Briof Comments on New Limitations 

For the convenience of the Examiner and to obviale a new matter rejection, the 
imckTsijy icd would like to briefly point out the new limitations in claims 46 and 62 relating to (i) 
wiihhoWinB of personally identifiable information relating to the consumer when presenting the 
homo foiprovtfiicaf Cisk to the home service providers; and (ii) providing the consumer's conlact 
inibrmjvUoa only to the first predetermined number of home service providers to accept are 
suppw led by »t tons* l>ie original disclosure in Appendix A at pg. 58-59 and Appendix A at pg. 
73. 

CcttclnsSon 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections have been overcome by the amendment 
i.nd runiark. and Hist the claiins as amended nro in condition for allowance. Accordingly, 
Applicant rwpect I'ully revrucsts that tl«c rejection* be withdrawn and that a Notice of Allowance 
be issue* for claims Ml. 1 M5, 17-18, 23, 27-28, 30-32, 37-46, 50, 55 and 62-70. 
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Rcquwt for an Extension of Time 
The AppHcwt respectfully petitions for ft two-month extension of time to respond to the 
wrtslwdinBOmco Action pursuant to 37C.P.R. 1.136(a). Enclosed is a credit card authorization 
w U» amount of $21 (LOO to cover the necessary fee under 37 CP*. 1 .1 7(a). Please charge our 
Deposit Account no. 06 0029 for any additional charge associated with such an extension. 

Invitation for & Telephone Interview 
Tlia Ejwnunor is t*i«««] to call tha undersigned at (303) 607-3633 if there remains any 

issue will* allowance of the case. 

Charge our deposit Account 

Plcw cltf r &a any shortage to our Deposit Account No. 06-0029 



CP 

m 
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Dale: October 15,2003 
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Respectfully submitted, 
F AlKWtE Sc BENSON LLP 
3100 Wells Fargo Center 
1700 Lincoln Street 
Denver, CO 80203/4532 
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Michael A. DeSanctis 
Hep,. No. 39,957 
Telephone: 303-607-3633 
Facsimile: 303-607-3600 
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